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Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments
2006-2007
Summary
Nebraska agricultural land values rose sharply during the year ending February 1st, 2007 according to the
UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Survey. The all-land value increase was 14.0 %, the largest annual
percentage increase in 19 years. Sharply higher crop commodity prices towards the end of 2006, the
result of a rapidly-expanding ethanol industry in the state, appeared to contribute greatly to the run-up in
land values. In addition, potential for further irrigation development in some areas of the state led to
spirited bidding for such land; while regions experiencing water restrictions had more muted value
changes for the year. 
In such a dynamic market, it is reasonable to expect greater risk and uncertainty.  Indeed, reporters, when
asked to compare the next few years with current levels, did foresee greater risk and uncertainty ahead. 
This was true of future land value volatility, cash rent shifts, and income returns to land. 
In addition to current crop prices, purchase for farm expansion was cited as a strong contributor to land
market value advances in the current market. Non-farmer investor interest and the associated
opportunities for “1031” tax exchanges also continue to create upward pressures on land values
according to survey reporters, but not to the extend of influence of recent years. Related to this reporter
perspective was the greater incidence of purchases by active farmer/rancher buyers in 2006.  For the
actual reported sales for 2006, 71 % were purchased by active farmer/ranchers as compared with 61% in
the previous year. 
For cropland, cash rental rates for 2007 rose sharply across the state with increases generally in the 10 to
12% range. These higher income earnings associated with cropland tended to parallel the value advances,
thus leading to estimated net rates of return being essentially unchanged from year earlier levels. For
several years, these net rates of return had gradually declined. 
The 2007 rents for pasture were essentially similar to year-earlier levels as the cattle sector experienced
some reduced profit potential in 2006. Since grazing land values climbed during the year, the net rate of
return on pasture land continued to decline. 
A majority of reporters in the early-year 2007 survey saw the level of real estate sales activity in 2007
being similar to 2006 levels; although of reporters expecting some change in the number of sales, the
number  expecting some increase outnumbered those anticipating a decrease by nearly three to one. 
As for anticipated value changes during 2007, a very strong majority of reporters looked for continuing
advances in every region of the state. Overall, nearly nine out of every ten reporters expected further
appreciation in agricultural land values in 2007, averaging about 9 percent.  In a special mid-year 2007
electronic survey of a smaller sample of respondents, nearly all reported that values for dryland cropland
and irrigated cropland had climbed further since the first of the year.  The average reported increase was
more than 10%.  A slight majority saw increases in grazing land values (also more than 10%) while
nearly half saw steady values. 
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Nebraska Agricultural Statistics Districts
1Introduction
Nebraska has nearly 46 million acres of land in farms and ranches, ranking it 4th in the nation in
agricultural acreage. As of 2007, the estimated market value of this land endowment was $56.8 billion
(Appendix Table 1); with virtually all of it in private ownership. Given this magnitude, the market
dynamics of both agricultural land transfer and rental are of considerable importance to thousands of
individuals, businesses, and organizations. 
This year marks the 29th consecutive year of the annual UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market
Developments Survey. It is a mail survey, conducted each year on February 1st which represents the
normal time of the year of greatest market activity for ownership transfers as well as rental contracts. It
surveys approximately 150 land market observers from across the state, many of whom report each year
for their respective areas—thus providing a solid data series over time. Moreover, these participants are
closely involved with the agricultural land market through their occupational roles as real estate
appraisers, professional farm managers, lenders, and other real estate professionals.   From this
information base, a solid assessment of market characteristics and trends can be obtained. 
As in past years, the 2007 survey information consists of two types. The first are point-in-time estimates
of values, rents, and factors impacting the market as of the first of February. By collecting information in
this fashion, important trend analysis over time is possible, which allows for maintaining continuing
historical data series for several aspects of the market (see Appendix). 
In addition, survey reporters also provide detailed sale information on actual sales which have occurred
in their local market over the previous 12-month period. In this 2007 survey, reporters provided sale
characteristics on 430 real estate transfers. Based on this sampling of actual sales, additional information
about recent market activity can be gleaned, including types of buyers and sellers, financing
characteristics, etc. 
This year’s survey also included some additional aspects relating to (1) the perceived impacts of the
ethanol expansion on area land markets, and (2) a new metric, a risk/uncertainty index, measuring
associated aspects of the land market in the near-term future relative to today’s conditions.
  
22007 Land Values and Recent Trends
For most of the state, farm real
estate market values showed
sizable increases for the year
ending February 1st, 2007
(Figure 1 and Table 1). Based
on the 2007 UNL survey, the
state all-land average value
rose from $1,013 in 2006 to
$1,155 in 2007, a 14%
increase. This percentage
increase was the largest
percentage annual jump of the
past 19 years. Moreover, this
percentage advance follows on
three previous years of solid
advances, which puts the
state’s current all-land average
value more than 50% higher
than the 2003 level. 
While the 2007 all-land average value certainly represents a record-high level in nominal terms, it is far
from the record level in real (inflation-adjusted) terms (Figure 2). Significant run-ups of land values in
the 1970s and into the early 1980s created a land boom situation in which peak values, in inflation-
adjusted terms, were reached before plunging precipitously in the land bust that was to follow. Now, a
quarter-century later, the 2007
Nebraska all-land inflation-
adjusted average value is still just
85% of the previous peak, even
with the large percentage value
advances of the past few years. 
Sharply higher cash prices for
corn towards the end of 2006 had
a positive impact on 2006 crop
income levels and brought
greater market enthusiasm into
local land markets across much
of the state. To be sure, the
demand from rapidly growing
ethanol production has triggered
commodity market price
advances into 2007, and, in turn,
worked into the agricultural land





























Figure 1. Average Value of Nebraska Farmland, February 1, 
2007 and Percent Change from a Year Ago. 
Source: 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
















3Table 1. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land by Agricultural
Statistics District, Feb. 1, 2006 - Feb. 1, 2007.a
Type of Land 
and Year
Agricultural Statistics District 
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statec
 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
























































































































































































































































a SOURCE: 2006 and 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments surveys.






first), the stage is set for
major shifts in the state’s
agricultural industry. And
land market decisions are
taking this into account.
Reporters to the 2007
survey were quite aware of
this. Particularly for
irrigated cropland, reporters
indicated the impact of the
expanding ethanol industry
on both values and cash
rents has been great (Figure
3). As one reporter
commented, “we have an
ethanol-driven market at present.” Another noted, “ethanol production is adding to land values.” A third
respondent captured the perceptions of several when he said, “obviously, the higher cash rents and higher
land values have everything to do with high commodity prices. But, are the high prices sustainable?”   
While value advances occurred across the state, the regional differences were rather dramatic. The
Northeast and North regions experienced over-all value gains of 20.7 % and 19.1% respectively over the
twelve-month period. In both these regions, particularly strong upward values pressures were occurring
for the two land classes that represent irrigation development potential—dryland cropland with irrigation
potential and tillable grazing land. For
these classes the annual advances were in
the 24% to 25% range. Unlike several other
areas of the state, these two regions
currently do not have any irrigation
(development) moratoriums or irrigation-
application restrictions. Thus, interest in
irrigation development has been robust. In
fact, the perceived potential for future
moratoriums seems to have only
heightened the current interest in
developing land for irrigation now before
such restrictions may be imposed. 
In rather marked contrast, the South region
of the state, which is currently experiencing
significant water restrictions across much
of the area, recorded an overall increase of
7.2%, the lowest regional all-land
percentage advance. In fact, one class of
land in the region, dryland cropland with
Figure 3.  Reporters’ Estimates of Land Market Impacts from Recent 
Ethanol Industry Expansion
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Courtesy Paul Fell Cartoons
5irrigation potential, recorded more than an 8% decline for the year, essentially discounting much of the
water-development premium associated with this land type. As a comparison, in 2005, the dollar spread
between dryland cropland with verses without irrigation potential in the South region was $466 (see
Appendix Table 4 for historical value series); and by 2007 the value differential between these two classes
had shrunk to $194 per acre. When water development moratoriums are imposed, even when not intended
to be permanent, the agricultural land market participants clearly factor those perceived limitations into
the value of the land, much like urban developers factor in zoning restrictions and the like into the value
of land parcels for future development.    
In somewhat similar fashion, much of the gravity irrigated land acreage in the Southwest has been facing
limited water allocations from area water projects over the past years, which led to some decline in the
region’s 2007 estimated value over the 2006 level. It follows on a previous year’s decline and a recent
history of gravity irrigated land values, moving sluggishly in both directions. The result is that the 2007
average value of $1,275 is below the 2000 year average of $1,325. 
The regional differences discussed above certainly would indicate that for much of the state, the
agricultural real estate markets in today’s setting are not just land markets but, in a truer sense, land/water
markets. The availability of water and the variations over time, resulting from either weather-imposed
shifts in precipitation patterns or institutional mandates, can and do get factored into the real estate
market.                              
As evident in Table 1, the value increases in percentage terms across the land classes for the state as a
whole were generally similar. For the various types of cropland, the observed changes were apparently a
reflection of a broad-based effect from rising crop commodity prices being experienced across the state. 
Somewhat surprising, however, was relatively similar percentage increases for the grazing and hay land
classes. Despite the impact of  higher feed costs have had on the cattle industry and other livestock
sectors, there continued to be strong upward value movement across the major range areas of the state.
Even across the western areas of the state where multi-year drought has been most pervasive, there still
were sizable percentage increases in non-tillable grazing land and hay land values. Apparently, demand
for the forage-based land classes has remained high given the size of the cattle industry in the state.
Moreover, there is some indication that the state’s cattle industry may actually grow in the years ahead
relative to other major cattle production regions of the country. This is a reflection of the substantial
economic complementarity of having cattle feeding in close proximity to ethanol plants for utilizing the
distiller’s grain by-product—a synergism for which no other state is better situated than Nebraska. Thus,
the ethanol industry overtime, may actually contribute indirectly to the economic viability of the state’s
cattle industry, and, in turn, be a positive influence on the income potential of forage-based land classes.   
Land Value Ranges
Land value ranges as reported in the 2007 survey are presented in Table 2. Reporters are asked to give not
only their estimates of current average values by class, but also estimates of value for low grade and high
grade land in each of the classes.
6Table 2. Average Reported Value Per Acre of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types and
Grade of Land in Nebraska by Agricultural Statistics District, February 1, 2007. a
Type of Land 
and Grade
Agricultural Statistics District 
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
 - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 




































































































































































































            a SOURCE: 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
            b Value of pivot not included in per acre value.
 What constitutes low grade land and high grade land is left to the discretion of the individual reporter, but
tends to follow a general pattern.  For example, high grade cropland will tend to be associated with Class I
land and the higher ends of Class II where production potential is quite high; while low-grade cropland
will generally be seen as being the lower ends of Class III as well as Class IV lands.  Likewise, for the
forage land classes, the measure of productivity, forage capacity, will be assessed across a continuum
from I to IV.  Many readers will be familiar with the breakdown of these classes as done universally
across Nebraska for property tax assessment purposes.  In fact, for every agricultural land parcel that is
7privately held and subject to property taxes, there is, in public records, a detailed acreage breakdown by
land class that is used in determining total assessed value for assigning property taxes. 
For the year ending February 1, 2007, the values and ranges reported tended to follow patterns of recent
years, with the general rule being rather similar percentage changes across quality ranges. In a strong
upward-moving market, all land tends to move upward in value across the quality continuum range. 
Moreover, when the local market is relatively “thin” with a limited number of offerings, interested
prospective buyers can not be highly selective and therefore will tend to seek out what is available. 
However, there were some exceptions to the above for some irrigated classes in the Southwest, South, and
Southeast. In these areas, the high grade land classes registered larger percentage increases in value than
the low grade equivalents. Perhaps this distinction was a reflection of water availability differences,
present and future, that were factored into the quality distinctions. 
What is interesting to note in Table 2 are some of the new value plateaus reached by the various types of
land across the state. For instance, low grade nontillable grazing land now exceeds $200 per acre in the
Northwest, while high grade nontillable grazing land in the North has surpassed $400 per acre. High grade
dryland cropland in both the Northeast and Southeast regions reached, on average, nearly $2400 per acre
in 2007, while high grade center pivot irrigated cropland in those areas was more than $3,300 per acre.
The highest valued land class, high grade center pivot irrigated cropland in the East, approached $4,000
per acre in early 2007 according to survey reporters (note: the center pivot land class value does not
include the value of the center pivot itself).  
What’s Impacting Current Agricultural Land Markets?
In each annual UNL land market survey, reporters are asked for perceptions of various factors and the
relative influence they see on area land values. While many factors continue to be influential from year to
year, the perceived relative influence on land valuation changes over time. In the 2007 survey, there was a
very distinct factor that usurped all others—current crop prices (Figure 4). On a scale of 1 to 5 with 1
being strongly negative impact on area land values to 5 being strongly positive, the reporters indicated an
average of 4.67. This rating was the highest ever recorded for any factor in previous surveys, and clearly
was evidence of the current market strength being tied directly to crop income expectations. Respondents
across the entire state saw this as a particularly strong element of recent land value advances, even in
those regions that are not major corn-producing areas (Figure 5). However, in the Northeast and Southeast
areas, the impact was particularly strong where there was almost universal consensus that current crop
prices were a strong positive influence on area land values. 
Second in influence in the 2007 survey was purchase for farm expansion, while non-farmer investor
interest and “1031” tax exhanges were third and forth respectively. This pattern represented a distinct
reordering from the 2006 survey when reporters were seeing the non-farmer interest having a more
pronounced role than active farmers buying for farm expansion. Now, the 2007 measure may be an early
indicator of active farm operators again re-entering the buyer side of the market in greater influence than
what has been observed in recent years. 
8While the crop sector of the
agricultural economy has been
experiencing renewed
profitability in recent months,
the livestock sector has
experienced some
countervailing profit reductions.
Thus, current livestock prices
were seen as having essentially
no impact on area land values in
2007; while in the previous
year, this was a strong
influential factor—particularly
in the major grazing areas of the
state. 
Four of the factors were
perceived as having some
negative impact on land values,
with current property tax levels
and future property tax policy
being the most adverse
influences on current
agricultural land values. But, for






This year, for the first time
in the UNL survey series, a
new indicator has been
added to the analysis, a
Risk/Uncertainty Index.




market participants, and a
host of other factors create
Figure 5.  Reporters’ Rating of Current Crop Prices Influencing 
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Figure 4.  Reporters’ Rating of Factors Influencing Agricultural 
land Values in Their Areas of Nebraska, February 2007.
2.80
9risk and uncertainty for agricultural real estate market participants (risk here refers to events for which
there can be calculated probabilities, while uncertainties represent purely random events to which
probabilities can not be assigned). Survey respondents were asked to rate future risk and uncertainty (two
to five years out) relative to today’s market. They did so for three elements: land value volatility, cash rent
shifts, and return on investment (ROI) for agricultural real estate (Figure 6). While differences occurred
across regions of the state, the general consensus was that market risk and uncertainty will be increasing
in the next few years. A somewhat higher perceived risk/uncertainty could underlie greater caution among
market participants










may even change as
those who are more
risk-averse are more
likely to choose to
either exit the
market or never
enter it in the first
place. 
Across regions of
the state, the respondents in the South area anticipated a markedly higher level of risk/uncertainty in the
near-term future than evident in other areas. While definitive reasons for this regional difference can not
be determined from this initial measure, one plausible factor may be the future water availability issue in
this area. 
2006 Agricultural Land Transactions
The 2007 UNL survey respondents reported detailed information for agricultural land sales in their
respective localities which they deemed representative of the market activity in 2006. A total of 430
transactions were included in the survey. 
The geographically diverse nature of Nebraska and its agricultural land assets is quite evident in Table 3.
Average acreage size of the 2006 transactions ranged from less than 120 acres in the East with a per-acre
value of nearly $3,200 to more than 2,000 acres in the North valued at less than $500 per acre. Of course,
the configuration of land types varied substantially. 
The average total dollar magnitude per transaction was substantial, averaging nearly $412,000. In only
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Figure 6.  Market Reporter Perceptions of Future Risk and Uncertainty 
in the Agricultural Real Estate market by Region.1
1Source:  2007 Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments   






Table 3. Land Characteristics of 2006 Agricultural Real Estate Transactions, by Agricultural















































































 SOURCE: Based on 430 transactions which occurred across Nebraska during 2006 and reported in the 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market
Developments Survey.
Following the general pattern of recent years, a high proportion of the 2006 transactions were cash sales
with buyers incurring no debt (Table 4). Cash transactions accounted for 45% of 2006 sales, down
somewhat from a historical high of 51% of the reported Nebraska transactions in 2005. 
Table 4. Types of Financing Associated with 2006 Agricultural Real Estate Sales, by
Agricultural Statistics District in Nebraska.
Agricultural
Statistics District





























































      
       SOURCE: Based on 430 transactions which occurred across Nebraska during 2006 and reported in the 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market
Developments Survey.
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Ironically, the largest percentage of cash purchases reportedly was in the North region where the largest
average total price per tract occurred; while the lowest incidence of cash purchases was in the Southwest
which had the lowest average price per tract. In short, there is no clear evidence to support the logic that
the higher the transaction price, the higher will be the incidence of external financing.
As to the characteristics of seller side of the agricultural land market, estate settlements continued to
represent the primary type of seller in Nebraska (Table 5). However, two groups, (1) non-farmers and (2)
producers who are quitting active farming/ranching, each represented about one quarter of the sellers in
2006. With the exception of the North and Southwest regions, active farmers were not a strong presence
on the seller side of the market. 
Table 5. Percent Distribution of Agricultural Real Estate Transactions in 2006 by Seller Type, by
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SOURCE:  Based on 430 transactions which occurred across Nebraska during 2006 and reported in the 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market
Developments Survey.
In considerable contrast, the active farmer/rancher class was very prominent among buyers of the 2006
sales (Table 6). Overall, more than seven of every ten purchases (71%) were made by active
farmer/ranchers—a considerable increase from 61% of the reported transactions for 2005. This correlates
with the earlier discussion of the purchase for expansion factor perceived as becoming more influential on
current land values than non-farmer buyers and “1031” tax exchanges. Certainly, this may well be a
fundamental shift in the current market away from the general trend of recent years. For most local land
markets across the state, the tone of the market is being set primarily by active producers in the
community who are expanding their holdings as land becomes available on the market. So, even when
non-farmer buyer interest is high in a local market, the presence of at least a few active farmer/rancher
buyers will be a force to be reckoned with. 
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Table 6. Percent Distribution of Agricultural Real Estate Transactions in 2006 by Buyer Type, by







































































      SOURCE: Based on 430 transactions which occurred across Nebraska during 2006 and reported in the 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market
Developments Survey.
Net Rates of Return to Agricultural Land
Each year, reporters to the UNL survey provide their estimates of the average net rates of return for the
three main agricultural land classes. This percentage net return is the annual expected per-acre income
return to the land owner (after property taxes and all other owner-related expenses are subtracted) divided
by the current average per-acre value. In financial terms, it is the percentage rate of Return On Assets
(ROA), a measure used widely to evaluate and compare earnings potential of alternative investments 
This rate is an integral aspect of agricultural real estate appraisal since it is the market-derived
capitalization rate used in the income capitalization method of appraisal. For example, if (1) the property
being appraised is estimated to yield a per-acre net dollar return of $100 per acre annually and (2) the
market-derived capitalization rate is 4.0%, then the estimated value of the property being appraised is
$2,500 per acre ($100 / .04 = $2,500).      
The current and recent history of these estimated annual net returns are presented in Table 7. Following a
succession of several years of gradually falling net rates of return on both irrigated cropland and dryland
cropland, reporters across most of the state indicated a slight increase for 2007. Cash rental rates for
cropland are up for the year along with income expectations; thus providing logic to this modest increase.
So, even with the strong upward movement of values in recent months, the ROA associated with the
cropland classes has not declined. Relative to today’s current market value of the cropland, the state’s
average net rates of return for irrigated cropland and dryland cropland were 5.0% and 4.1% respectively. 
As for the grazing land class, the dollar cash returns have been perceived as generally constant, while
13
grazing land values have continued to rise—often at double-digit percentage rates for the year ending
February 1st 2007. As a consequence, the reporters indicated lower net rates of return for this land class in
2007. With the exception of the South region, the reported rates hovered around 3.0% or less for the year. 
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Ave.Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast








































































































































































































































































a SOURCE:  UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Surveys.
b Reporters' estimates of current annual net percentage rates of return given current values.  Real estate appraisers refer to this percentage as the market-derived
capitalization rate.
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2007 Cash Rental Market Conditions 
With strong surges in crop commodity prices in late 2006 and into 2007, the negotiated cash rental rates
for cropland moved sharply upward for the 2007 rental season (see Appendix table 6 for historical annual
averages). For both dryland and irrigated cropland classes, rates typically were up 10 to 12 % in most
areas of the state. For the irrigated classes in the Northeast, the percentage increases were even higher. In
contrast, per-acre rates for pasture were essentially unchanged from 2006 levels in most of the state. 
The changes in cropland cash rental rates from 2006 to 2007 are, some of the largest percentage increases
ever recorded in the 27 year history of the UNL cash rent series. Typically, the rent levels have moved
either upward or downward rather modestly from one year to the next, reflecting the fact that cash rent
levels in on-going rental contracts are not always renegotiated each year. And even when they are, the
dollar adjustments on cash rental rates, in terms of percentage changes, tend to be more limited than
annual percentage shifts in land values. In short, the rental rate shifts tend to lag land value shifts rather
than precede value changes.      
The 2007 averages as well as reported ranges are reported in Table 8. Dryland cropland rates show
extreme geographic differences, with regional averages ranging from $26 per acre in the Northwest to
$113 in the East. In addition, wide ranges in the lows and highs reported within each region were also
observed, largely explained by productivity differences, both from region to region and from individual
tract to individual tract. 
The irrigated cropland classes also exhibit wide regional differences, albeit not as large as the dryland
class. The East region had the high end of the regional averages, with 2007 gravity irrigated and center
pivot irrigated rates being $160 and $176 per acre respectively. Moreover, for the high end of the
productivity range, the East had center pivot irrigated land renting for an average of $207 per acre—the
first time that the $200 per-acre level had been exceeded in the 27-year history of the UNL rental rate
series. Clearly, the rental market for cropland has been aggressive, with tenants willing to bid rents to new
levels in order to access the land base deemed necessary. 
In addition to per-acre rates for pasture land, reporters also provide estimates on a dollar per month basis
for cow-calf pairs and for stocker cattle. This is typically the more common rental arrangement for the
primary grazing areas of the state, reflecting a five-month grazing season. However, it correlates closely
with the per-acre pasture rental rates in Table 8 since it is reflecting a carrying capacity basis of the
pasture in terms of how many months of grazing (or fraction thereof) can an acre sustain an animal unit.
For example, if the carrying capacity is .5 animal unit months, then that would imply that it would take 2.0
acres per month of grazing (.5 / 1 = 2.0) or a total of 10 acres per animal unit for the five-month grazing
season. And assuming a cow-calf pair to be 1.20 animal units, this would infer that it would take 2.4 acres
for cow-calf pair per month or 12 acres for the full grazing season. Given that 2007 monthly rates for cow-
calf pairs are around $30, this would convert to a per-acre annual rental rate of $12.50, much like the 2007
per- acre rates for pasture across much of the state’s primary grazing areas. 
Table 9 presents 2007 dollar-per-month pasture rates for both cow-calf pairs and stocker cattle. Cow-calf
pair rates range from $25 in the Northwest and South  to $29.55 in the North. The variation reflected in
the ranges within each region tends to be the result of different rental packages involving the various
inputs and services provided by the landowner. 
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Table 8. Reported Cash Rental Rates for Various Types of Nebraska Farmland: 2007
Averages and Ranges by Agricultural Statistics District. a   
Type of Land Agricultural Statistics District 
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
                              - - - - - - - - -- - --- - - - - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - -- - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
Dryland Cropland:
Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .


























Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .

























Center Pivot Irrigated Cropland
Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .


























Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .


























Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .


























Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .


























Average . . . . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . . . . .

























a SOURCE:  Reporters’ estimated cash rental rates (both averages and ranges) from the 2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
b Insufficient number of reports.
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Table 9. Reported Cash Rental Rates for Pasture on a Monthly Rate Basis for 2007: Averages
and Ranges by Agricultural Statistics District. a   
Type Agricultural Statistics District 
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
 - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -  Dollars Per  Month - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Cow-Calf Pair Rates c
Average . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . .

























Stocker (500-600 lb) Rates: 
Average . . . . . . .
Range:
High . . . .

























a SOURCE:  Reporters’ estimated cash rental rates (both averages and ranges) from the 2007 UNL
  Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
b Insufficient number of reports.
c A cow-calf pair is typically considered to be 1.20 to 1.25 animal units (animal unit being 1,000 lb. animal).  However, this
can vary depending on weight of cow and age of calf.
2007 Gross Rent to Value Ratios
Since agricultural land is essentially an income-producing asset, the relationship of earnings, real and/or
anticipated, to value is relevant for understanding the land market.   The estimates of net rates of return,
previously discussed, are one measure of this relationship. However, a second measure, which connects
cash rental rates more directly to market value, is also useful.
This measure is the gross rent to value ratio, which is the current per-acre cash rental rate divided by the
associated current value reported with that rate. This provides a ratio that is useful in comparing rates of
return across land types and geographic areas as well as over time.
The 2007 gross-rent-to-value ratios for the major land classes are presented in Table 10. These ratios tend
to be higher for cropland than for pasture land. Also, the current ratios are generally lower in the eastern
part of the state than in the western regions, reflecting the more rapid appreciation of values in the eastern
areas in recent years—rates of appreciation that have exceeded the run-up of cash rental rates. 
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Table 10. Reported Cash Rental Rates, Associated Estimates of Value, and Gross Rent as a  Percent of
Market Value by Type of Land and Agricultural Statistics District, 2007. a
Agricultural Statistics 
District and Type of Land
Gross Average Cash 
Rent Per Acre 
Associated Value Per
Acre b
Gross Rent to Value
- - - - - - - - - - Dollars - - - - - - - - - - - - - Percent - - - 
Northwest:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity Irrigated Cropland 
















Gravity Irrigated Cropland 
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Gravity Irrigated Cropland 




























Gravity Irrigated Cropland 









































































a Source: 2007UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey. 
b Average values given by reporters for the land on which their cash rent estimates were made.
c Value of the pivot included in the value per acre of this land class.
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Analyzing Annual Earnings and Debt-Servicing Capacity
For Selected Land Types and Locations
A more comprehensive analytical breakdown of returns and costs to land ownership can provide greater insight
into potential earnings. This is particularly critical as it relates to the specific rate of return to be expected and
the associated debt-carrying capacity which the earnings of a parcel would generate. While each parcel
represents a unique income-generating opportunity, still it is useful to study the cost and return breakdown of
typical types of parcels. Table 11 presents a series of land scenarios for a variety of land types and locations
across the state. Hopefully, readers will find that one or more of these scenarios relate to land
purchase/investment situations of specific interest to them. 
The examples show rather dramatic variation in rates of return and potential debt-carrying capacity across the
various land types and regions of the state. Yet, when all ownership costs are realistically accounted for, the
net returns are universally lower than what conventional wisdom might expect. This is particularly the case for
the various irrigated land scenarios where more complete accounting of the true ownership costs of irrigated
systems reduces the calculated net rates of return to much lower levels than those presented previously in
Table 7. In short, the true percentage annual rates of return to land, valued at current levels, are rather modest
if typical cash rental rates are considered. And hence, the debt-carrying capacity, from annual net earnings, in
only a few instances exceeds 50%.  
It is also interesting to note that those regions experiencing the largest rates of land value appreciation in recent
years, particularly the eastern regions, are where the calculated rates of return are typically the lowest. In short,
market participants have been willing to bid up the value at a much faster rate than the increase in income
earnings. In turn, the income/earnings justification underlying the current value levels is probably being based
more on future anticipated earnings than what is the current situation suggests.  
Of course, from an investment standpoint, there is also the tendency to consider the rate of asset appreciation
along with the annual rate of return to the asset. So, if the investor achieves a 3% return in annual rents (or, as
in the case of stocks, a 3% dividend) but also sees the asset appreciate 9% in market value over the year, then
the annual return may be seen more as 12% (3% + 9%). And, under the general upward value movements in
recent years for agricultural land, there is an increasing propensity for some market participants to see it as a
more speculative type of investment, with anticipated future value appreciation being bid into the value. But,
this can be a dangerous strategy if earnings are not also increasing accordingly. The bottom line for agricultural
land as well as any income-producing asset is this: sustainable value must ultimately rest with the true earnings
potential—not on speculative capital asset appreciation accumulating during periods of feverish market
activity. 
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Northeast Dryland Cropland $ 2,245.00 109.00 4.9% 26.95 -- 4.00 $30.95 $78.05 3.5% $860.00 38
Northeast Pivot Irrigated
Croplandb
$ 3,150.00 173.00 5.5% 37.80 36.00 5.50 $79.30 $93.70 3.0% $1,032.45 33
Northwest Gravity Irrigated
Croplandb
$ 1,220.00 103.00 8.4% 14.65 27.00 4.50 $46.15 $56.85 4.7% $626.40 51
Northern Pivot  Irrigated
Cropland  (from well)b
$ 1,920.00 136.00 7.1% 23.05 36.00 5.50 $64.55 $71.45 3.7% $787.25 41
Northern Sandhills Rangeland $ 365.80 15.00 4.1% 3.65 -- 1.25 $4.90 $10.10 2.8% $111.20 30
Southeast Dryland Cropland $ 1,950.00 93.00 4.8% 23.40 -- 4.00 $27.40 $65.60 3.4% $722.80 37
Southwest Dryland Cropland $ 540.00 34.00 6.3% 6.50 -- 2.25 $8.75 $25.25 4.7% $278.20 52
Southern Pivot Irrigated
Croplandb
$ 2,440.00 154.00 6.6% 29.30 36.00 5.50 $70.80 $83.20 3.4% $916.75 38
Eastern Dryland Cropland $ 2,590.00 113.00 4.4% 31.10 -- 4.00 $35.10 $77.90 3.0% $858.35 33
Eastern Gravity Irrigated
Cropland (from well)
$ 3,350.00 160.00 4.8% 40.20 27.00 5.50 $72.70 $87.30 2.6% $961.90 29
Eastern Pivot Irrigated Croplandb $ 3,685.00 176.00 4.8% 44.20 36.00 5.50 $85.70 $90.30 2.5% $994.50 27
Central Pivot Irrigated Croplandb $ 2,575.00 1.00 6.1% 30.90 36.00 5.50 $72.40 $83.00 3.2% $921.15 36
a/ Current purchase prices and cash rents based upon the UNL 2007 Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Survey.
b/ Value of pivot of approximately $200.00 per acre added to the land value.
c/ Real estate taxes assumed to be 1.2 percent of purchase price for all cropland, and 1.0 percent of purchase price for all rangeland.
d/ Estimated fixed costs of depreciation and insurance on irrigation equipment, based on updates from The Estimated Irrigation Costs, 2001, Nebraska
Cooperative Extension CC371. 
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Reporter Expectations for 2007 Land Market Conditions
This year’s survey reporters were asked for their expectations of market activity and value changes during
2007. Overall, about two-thirds of the reporters expected sales activity to be generally similar to the previous
year (Table 12). However, there were noticeable differences across the regions of the state. 
Table 12.  Reporter Expectation of the Level of Real Estate Sales Activity in 2007 by Agricultural
Statical District, February 1, 2007.a
Agricultural Statistics
District
Relative to 2006, the Number of Agricultural Land Tracts offered for Sale in
2007 will: 
Increaseb Decreasec Stay the Same
Northwest 20 20 60
North 16 0 84
Northeast 21 0 79
Central 25 6 69
East 27 23 50
Southwest 40 7 53
South 25 0 75
Southeast 23 8 69
State 26b 9c 65
a Source:   2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey. 
b For those expecting an increase, the average expected increase was 8%
c For those expecting a decrease, the average expected decrease was 14%
As for value changes expected during 2007, a strong majority expected land values in their areas to continue
climbing (Table 13).  In total, nearly nine out of ten survey respondents saw further value increases—with an
average expected rise of 8% for the year. As of the time of this writing, approaching mid-year, their
beginning-year expectations of value advances appear to have been on-course.        
However, the value increases may be even larger than what they had earlier predicted.  In a special mid-year
electronic survey of a sampling of respondents, nearly all saw further advances since the first of the year for
both irrigated and dryland cropland.  And for these cropland classes the average reported changes since the
first of the year were more than 10%.  As for grazing land, a slight majority of respondents saw further
advances while the others reported steady values since the first of the year.  But, of those who saw increases
for grazing land values, the average reported change was more than 10%. 
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Table 13.  Reporter Expectations of Land Value Changes in 2007 by Agricultural Statistics District,
February 1, 2007a. 
Agricultural Statistics
District
During 2007, the value of Agricultural Real Estate will:
Increase Decrease Stay the Same
Northwest 94 0 6
North 95 0 5
Northeast 79 0 21
Central 81 6 13
East 91 0 9
Southwest 86 7 7
South 88 0 12
Southeast 70 15 15
State 86b 5c 9
a Source:   2007 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey. 
b For those expecting an increase, the average expected increase was 8.9%
c For those expecting a decrease, the average expected decrease was 12%
Appendix
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See footnotes at end of table.
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a SOURCE: Farm Real Estate Historical Series Data:  1950-92, USDA, Economic Research Service, Sta. Bul. No. 855, May 1993 and earlier reports  as well as
recent electronic issues annually by Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
b Preliminary estimates.
See footnotes at end of table. 26
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  2.8
   -7.5  
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 -3.2
 -4.4
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  16.9
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  21.7
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               115.00

















a Revised from series reported in earlier reports.  Refers to year ending March 1 for years prior to 1976; year ending February 1 for years 1976-1981; year ending
April 1 for years 1982-1985; year ending February 1, 1986-1989; year ending January 1, 1990-1994; mid-year 1995-1997, and year ending January 1, 2000.
b Computed by dividing the USDA average value per acre by the 1st Quarter GDP Price Deflator (2000 = 100) and multiplying by 100.
c A positive value entry in this column represents a real increase in asset value for the year (i.e., the rate of land value appreciation exceeded the general rate of
inflation for the U.S. economy).  Conversely, a negative value entry represents a real decrease in asset value.
d Preliminary estimate.
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Appendix Table 3. Nominal and Deflated Agricultural Land Values by Selected Types of Land in Nebraska, 1978 to 2006.a
Year
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a February 1st estimates reported in the UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments surveys.
b Computed by dividing the average value per acre by the 1st Quarter Gross Domestic Price (GDP) Deflator and multiplying by 100.
c Pivot not included in per acre value.
d Deflated all land average based on the UNL Nebraska survey series and will not correspond directly with the USDA series presented in Appendix Table 2.
______________________
See footnotes at end of table. 29
Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - - -  -  - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

















































































































































































































































































































Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - - -  -  - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
______________________
See footnotes at end of table. 30















































































































































































































































































































Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - - -  -  - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
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______________________













































































   94
   71
   60
   58
   71
115
   85
   71


















   84
   68













   98
   83








   86
   90
   93












































































































































































Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
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Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
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Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
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Appendix Table 4.Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of Land
by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2007.a
Type of Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statecd
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a February 1st estimates reported in the annual UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Surveys.
b Pivot not included in per acre value.
c Weighted average based upon acreage in each land type.
d All land average for state may not conform to USDA series due to different acreage weighting.  In addition, the USDA series includes farm buildings in its
per acre estimates of value.
See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix Table 5. Historical Per Acre Value Range for Different Types and Quality Grades of Land in
Nebraska by Agricultural Statistics District, 2002-2007. a
District and Type of Land
Reported Value Per Acre
Low Grade High Grade
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Northwest:
   Dry Crop (No irr. potential)1
   Dry Crop (Irr. pot.)
   Grazing (Tillable)
   Grazing (Nontillable)
   Hayland
   Gravity Irrigated






















































































   Dry Crop (No irr. potential)
   Dry Crop (Irr. pot.)
   Grazing (Tillable)
   Grazing (Nontillable)
   Hayland
   Gravity Irrigated






















































































   Dry Crop (No irr. potential)
   Dry Crop (Irr. pot.)
   Grazing (Tillable)
   Grazing (Nontillable)
   Hayland
   Gravity Irrigated






















































































   Dry Crop (No irr. potential)
   Dry Crop (Irr. pot.)
   Grazing (Tillable)
   Grazing (Nontillable)
   Hayland
   Gravity Irrigated





















































































Appendix Table 5. Historical Per Acre Value Range for Different Types and Quality Grades of Land in
Nebraska by Agricultural Statistics District, 2002-2007. a
District and Type of Land
Reported Value Per Acre
Low Grade High Grade
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
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East:
   Dry Crop (No irr. potential)
   Dry Crop (Irr. pot.)
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   Grazing (Tillable)
   Grazing (Nontillable)
   Hayland
   Gravity Irrigated





















































































a Source: UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Surveys.
b Pivot not included in per acre value.
__________________________
See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for






Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
    - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Dollars Per Acre - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - -
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See footnotes at end of table.
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See footnotes at end of table.
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Dryland Alfalfa
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Dollars Per Month  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 























































































































































































































































a Reporter’s annual estimates of cash rental rates in the annual UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey Series. 
b Insufficient number of reports. 
c A cow-calf pair is typically considered to be 1.20 to 1.25 animal units (animal unit being 1,000 lb. animal).  However, this can
vary depending on weight of cow and age of calf.
 
